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Abstract
The efforts of educators and psychologists to understand the mechanisms that trigger school performance are increasing. This
concernment is fully justified nowadays, when the youth’s tendency to evade the rules, to acquire success by any means, with
minimum of effort is clearly noticeable. The main objective of the study is to determine the relationship between typological
tendencies of personality and academic performance of students. The study is based on an empirical research conducted on a
lot of 106 subjects, students from various faculties of “Dunarea de Jos” University of Galati, Romania. Although the research
is in progress, the partial results seem to indicate that, usually, students with academic performance are involved in tasks; they
assume the responsibility of failure, compared to students who do not obtain notable performances. They identify external
cause of the failure, they feel helpless. Generally, the students who obtain good results at exams consider the study a viable
solution for academic success, one way that you can succeed in life. The involvement of students in learning activity has a
great connection with their personality structure. Those who are sure of themselves assume responsibilities; they get involved,
find solutions and is considered valuable.
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Selection and/or peer-review under responsibility of the University of Piteúti, Romania
Keywords: personality, responsibility, education, learning, performance
1. Introduction
The question of school learning and the factors determining school performance is tackled at length in the
literature of the field. Most theoreticians have tried to understand the reason of the differences among individuals
when it comes to learning. In their research, de Raad et al [1] emphasise that a significant part of the success of
school learning depends to a higher extent upon the learner’s personality traits than on factors such as:
perseverence in pursuing tasks, interest in school or eagerness for study.
Other authors analyse the development of a modern paradigm of assessing the intellect and attempt at
differentiating the intellect as maximum performance from intellect as typical performance Ackerman, Ph. L. &
Heggestad, E.D., [2]. These authors tackle the theories of personality and cleverness, trying to underline eventual
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overlappings. They claim that personality traits have an important role in the development of knowledge, in the
individual’s choice to get involved in tasks. We should not forget about Eysenck’s personality theory[3], which
states that three capital dimension are the fundaments of personality: extraversion, neuroticism, and
psychoticism. In his opinion, the introverts have a higher level of cortical alertness when compared to the
extroverts, which helps them persevere in achieving tasks. The neurotic individuals are characterised by traits
such as shyness, low self-esteem, depression, anxiety. They tend to be erratic, apathetic, impulsive, even
antisocial. The extroverts are assertive, communicative, energetic, even authoritative. They get easily bored and
are always in pursuit of new challenges. In turn, Furnham [4] considers that both personality and intellect are
determining factors of school performance. His researches have stressed that psychoticism is a factor influencing
academic performance negatively. Also, Bandura’s researches [5] stress that individuals with a high self-esteem
think and act differently from those who considers themselves inefficient.
2. Research design
2.1. Objectives and hypotheses
Starting from the theories emphasised in the literature in the field, our research has had the following
objectives:
a) to stress the typological trends determining students’school performance;
b) to establish a relationship between students’ personality traits and academic performance.
In order to make these objectives operational, we have started from the hypothesis that students’ academic
performance is in correlation with their personality traits.
2.2. Methodology (participants, procedure, instruments)
Data statistic processing has been conducted with the help of SPSS 16 software. We must state that this has
been an empyrical research which has not sighted experimental manipulation. The research is in progress,
sighting a large number of students. Nevertheless, this particular study focused on a group of 106 subjects,
students of various faculties at „Dunărea de Jos” University of Galati, Romania. The differentiation is based on
the criterion performance – the group consists of 56 students with school stipends and 50 without. As a matter of
fact, when we discuss academic performance in this study, we sight school results exclusively, objectivised in
various rewards, such as the school stipend. The age average of the students in the research is 26.6 years.
During our research, we have considered the following variables:
• students’ school performance – manifested in school results and objectivised in school stipends;
• the generosity factor - personality dimension characterised by a predisposition towards solving various
problems, including those of the others;
• the involvement factor – personality dimension characterised by involvement in action, in solving problems;
• the claiming factor – personality dimension characterised by the ability to react and to observe
disfunctionalities;
• the helpless factor – dimension pointing to sensitivity to the others’ problems;
• the selfishness – unselfishness factors – points to a predisposition to help others;
• the locus of control factor – points to a predisposition to refer to self or the others when interpreting reality.
In order to flag out the students’personality dimensions we have used the questionnaire TendinĠe tipologice
(Typological Tendencies) developed by Constantin Ticu. The questionnaire consists of 40 items, structured in
four dimensions: generous, involved, claiming, and helpless. The questionnaire also sights two latent factors:
selfishness/unselfishness and internal/external locus of control. The possible answers are noted from 1 to 7, where
1 = complete disagreement and 7 = complete agreement. The generosity factor - high scores for this factor have
been obtained by subjects willing to act in the name of the others, on the condition that their efforts are
acknowledged and rewarded. The generous type is unselfish and characterised by an internal locus of control.
The Cronbach-alpha coefficient α = 0,814. The involvement factor - high scores for this factor have been
obtained by subjects involving in others’ causes, negotiating for and helping others without expecting rewards.
The involved type is unselfish and characterised by external locus of control. The Cronbach-alpha coefficient is α
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= 0,817. The claiming factor - high scores for this factor have been obtained by subjects with a good analytical
spirits, who are good perceivers and note dysfunctionalities quickly, act and have the courage to express their
opinions in front of their colleagues. The Cronbach-Alpha coefficient is α = 0,806. The helpless factor – high
scores for this factor have been obtained by subjects who do not have the courage to express themselves, do not
have trust in themselves and the courage to act. The Cronbach-Alpha coefficient is α = 0,822.
2.3. Data processing and analysis, results
For the validation of the working hypothesis, we set to verify the effect of the perfomance variable upon the
generosity, involvement, claiming, and helplessness variable, as well as on the variables selfishness and internal
locus control. Thus, we have applied the ANOVA One-Way method. Based on the statistic data acquired, we
have noted that there are significant differences in respect to school performance in what the generosity factor is
concerned [F (1, 104) = 936.8, p < 0.001], the involvement factor F (1, 104) = 232.59, p < 0.001], the claiming
factor [F (1, 104) = 839.7, p < 0.001], the helplessness factor [F (1, 104) = 424.7, p < 0.001], the selfishness
factor [F (1, 104) = 3676.2, p < 0.05] and the internal locus of control factor [F (1, 104) = 1658.1, p < 0.001]. In
order to observe significant differences among groups, we have applied the t test for independent samples. We
present the outcomes below.
a) There are significant differences between high-achieving students (who have stipends) and low achieving
students (without stipends) in what generosity is concerned [t (104) = 30.607, p < 0.001] (table 1).
Table 1. Results from the t test for independent samples when comparing the averages for the generosity variable
according to the variable performance
Variables n M SD t df p
Generosity 30.607 104 0.00
Performers’ students 56 6.53 0.29
Nonperforming students 50 4.03 0.52
High achieving-students get averagely much higher scores for the generosity factor (M1 = 6,53 / 61,82%),
when compared to low-achieving students (M2 = 4,03 / 38,18%). Hence, starting from the features of this factor,
we can state that the students with high achievements are willing to act in the name of the others and solve
common problems, on the condition that their efforts are acknowledged and rewarded. They are aware that the
group’s success relies on their effort (internal locus control) and they are placed at the unselfish pole.
b) There are statistically significant differences among high achieving students and low achieving students in
what involvement is concerned [t (104) = 15.251, p < 0.001] (table 2).
Table 2. Results from the t test for independent samples when comparing the averages for the involvement variable
according to the variable performance
Variables n M SD t df p
Involvement 15.251 104 0.00
Performers’ students 56 5.24 0.18
Nonperforming students 50 4.59 0.24
Thus, high-achieving students score higher in the involvement variable (M1= 5.24 / 53,28%), when compared
to low-achieving students (M2 = 4.59 / 46,72%). Consequently, those who have great school achievements get
involved in solving the group’s problems, considering, nevertheless, that the success is their merit (internal locus
of control), while the low-achieving students consider that the success is everyone’s merit and do not expect
rewards (external locus of control). Both groups are placed towards the unselfish pole.
c) There are statistically significant differences between high achieving students and low achieving students in
what claiming is concerned [t (104) = 28.085, p < 0.001] (table 3).
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Table 3. Results from the t test for independent samples when comparing the averages for the claiming variable
according to the variable performance
Variables n M SD t df p
Claiming 28.085 104 0.00
Performers’ students 56 6.46 0.25
Nonperforming students 50 4.35 0.47
Thus, high-achieving students score significantly higher for the claiming variable (M1= 6.46 / 59,77%), when
compared to low-achieving students (M2 = 4.35 / 40,23%). We can assert, therefore, that high-achieving students
have analytical spirit and note more quickly dysfunctionalities or infringement of rights. Also, comparatively,
high-achieving students react and have the courage to stand before the group.
d) There are statistically negative significant differences between high- and low- achieving students in what
the variable helplessness is concerned [t (104) = 20.610, p < 0.001] (table 4).
Table 4 Results from the t test for independent samples when comparing the averages for the helplessness variable
according to the performance variable
Variables n M SD t df p
Helpless 20.610 104 0.00
Performers’ students 56 2.78 0.80
Nonperforming students 50 5.39 0.40
High-achieving students score significantly lower in the helplessness variable (M1= 2.78 / 34,05%), when
compared to low-achieving students (M2 = 5.39 / 65,95%). We can infer that low-achieving students, although
aware of what it should be done, do not have the courage, the energy and the determination to act. They feel they
are unable to set things in motion, although they understand that the group’s success depends upon them as well.
High-achiving students, by contrast, have trust in themselves and are determined to reach their goals.
e) There are statistically significant differences between high-achieving students and low-achieving students in
what the selfishness variable is concerned [t (104) = 60.632, p < 0.001] (table 5).
Table 5. Results from the t test for independent samples when comparing the averages for the selfishness variable
according to the performance variable
Variables n M SD t df p
Selfishness 60.632 104 0.00
Performers’ students 56 6.72 0.21
Nonperforming students 50 3.78 0.28
Thus, high-achieving students usually score significantly higher in the variable selfishness (M1= 6.72 /
64,02%), when compared to low-achieving students (M2 = 3.78 / 35,98%). We can infer from here that the high-
achieving students tend to intervene and help, to get involved only in relation to their own advantages. The low-
achieving students seem more sensitive to other people’s problems, without expecting any reward.
f) There are statistically significant differences between high-achieving students and low-achieving students in
what the internal locus of control variable is concerned [t (104) = 40.721, p < 0.001] (table 6).
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Table 6. Results from the t test for independent samples when comparing the averages for the internal locus of control
according to the performance variable
Variables n M SD t df p
Internal locus of control 40.721 104 0.00
Performers’ students 56 6.47 0.22
Nonperforming students 50 3.93 0.40
Thus, high-achieving students score significantly higher (M1= 6.47 / 62,19%), than low achieving students
(M2 = 3.93 / 37,81%) in what the variable internal locus of control is concerned. Consequently, we can assert
that high-achieving students tend to believe they are able to anticipate and control what happens to them. They
consider themselves fully responsible of the opportunities or problems they face. The low-achieving students, by
contrast, tend to attribute their results to chance.
3. Discussions and conclusions
We reiterate that the objective of our research has sighted to underline the relation between personality traits
and students’ academic performance. The outcomes have proven that high-achieving students are very much
involved in task solving, but they expect their merits to be acknowledged, even rewarded, which confirms
Eysenck’s conclusions. At the opposite pole, low-achieving students are less involved in solving the group’s
problems, although they are aware of this fact. As Bandura stated, they feel helpless, have a low self-esteem and a
low perception of personal efficiency. Although aware that the group’s success depends upon them as well, they
feel they cannot set things in motion. High-achieving students are self-confident, have a high degree of self-
esteem and a positive self-sufficiency, which make them persevere in attaining their goals. Although they may be
generous, the outcomes rather stress their selfish attitudes and internal locus of control.
The claiming dimension of personality requires special attention. Although all subjects have scored high in
this dimension, high-achieving students have had more significant results. They are very analytical; they do not
accept any infringement of their rights and note dysfunctionalities quickly. If we refer to Eysenck’s personality
theory, we can state that high-achieving students are usually extroverts, while low(er) achieving students are
sometimes introverts and have a higher level of psychoticism.
None the less, our research has its limitations. One of them is that the subject group is insignificant in relation
to the number of students enrolled at „Dunărea de Jos” University of Galati or at the national scale. In this
respect, we cannot extrapolate the results to the entire school population. We stress once more that this research is
just the first step of a greater study we intend to pursue, in which to emphasise multiple correlations of aspects
sighting personality and academic performance.
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